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REMARKS 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 5 1 , 53, 55, 58, 60, 61, and 64 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. More specifically, the Examiner has 
argued that "| tjhe language 'on behalf of is vague and indefinite." Applicant respectfully asserts 
that the claimed "on behalf of ' in all of the pertinent claims is to be read with regards to its plain 
and ordinary meaning, as evidenced by dictionary definitions, etc. For example, one dictionary 
definition of "on behalf of is "[a]s the agent of; on the part of {The American Heritage® 
Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition). 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 51-53, 55, 56, 58-62, and 64 under 35 U S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Teper et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,815,665), in view of Goldman et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,684,95 1). Applicant respectfully disagrees with such rejection. 

With respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on the Abstract from 
Teper, and particularly Toper's disclosure of an online brokering service, to make a prior art 
showing of applicant's claimed technique "wherein the method is practiced on behalf of a first 
online service" (see the same or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent 
claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the Abstract from Teper merely discloses an "Online 
Brokering Service [that] provides user authentication and billing services," where 
"|u]sers. . .initially register with the Brokering Service." However, Teper further teaches that 
"when a user connects to a registered SP [(Service Provider)] site and attempts to access an online 
service, the SP site initiates a challenge-response authentication sequence which allows the 
Online Brokering Service to authenticate the user for the SP site" (Col. 3, lines 5~9-emphasis 
added). Specifically, "the SP site sends a challenge message to the user's computer over the 
distributed network (e.g., the Internet), and the user computer responds by generating and 
returning a cryptographic response message" (Col. 3, lines 9-13). In addition, "jtjhe SP site 
forwards the response message to the Online Broker site along with the user's unique ID (which 
the SP site obtains from the user computer) and the original challenge message," in order for the 
"Online Brokering Service. . .to determine whether the response message was properly generated, 
and to thereby authenticate the user" (Col. 3, line 19-25-emphasis added). 
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Thus, Tepcr expressly discloses that a user registers with a brokering service, but that 
when a user connects to a service provider site, the service provider site sends the challenge 
message, receives the response message, and forwards such response message to the separate 
online broker site (see Figure 1). Clearly, Teper discloses two different sites , an online broker 
site that registers a user, and a service provider site that receives a response message from the 
user when the user connects to the service provider site and forwards such message to the online 
broker site for authenticating the user. Applicant emphasizes that use of the service provider site 
and the online broker site, as in Teper, fails to meet applicant's specifically claimed "method 
[that] is practiced on behalf of a first online service ," where the method comprises both 
"registering a user" and "identifying the user by: (1) soliciting from the user the member 
identifier of the user; (2) [and] receiving the member identifier of the user" (see the same or 
similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims-emphasis added - 
emphasis added), in the context claimed by applicant 

Additionally, applicant's arguments made on page 7, third paragraph, through page 8, 
second paragraph of Amendment C filed 12/13/2007 are hereby incorporated by reference. 

In the Office Action mailed 03/1 1/2008, the Examiner failed to respond to applicant's 
above arguments with respect to applicant's claimed technique "wherein the method is practiced 
on behalf of a first online service/' Thus, a notice of allowance or specific prior art showing of 
each of the foregoing claim elements, in combination with the remaining claimed features, is 
respectfully requested. 

In addition, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on the 
Abstract of Teper, and in particular the online brokering service disclosed by Teper, to make a 
prior art showing of applicant's claimed technique "wherein a plurality of users having a same 
user computer system are registered by repeating (a)( 1 )-(a)(2) for each of the plurality of users'* 
(see the same or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the Abstract from Teper, as relied on by the Examiner, 
merely discloses an "Online Brokering Service [that] provides user authentication and billing 
services to allow users to anonymously and securely purchase online services from Service 
Providers (SP) sites (e.g., World Wide Web sites) over a distributed public network." Clearly, 
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only generally disclosing allowing users to anonymously and securely purchase online services, 
as in Teper, fails to even suggest "a plurality of users having a same user computer system " let 
alone that such a "plurality of users having a same user computer system are registered by 
repeating (a)( I )-(a)(2) for each of the plurality of users" (emphasis added), as specifically 
claimed. 

In the Advisory Action mailed 1 1/20/2007, the Examiner has generally argued that 
"Teper discloses a method, system, and computer program for identifying a user using a user 
computer system among a group of users, comprising: registering and identifying the user/' The 
Examiner has also argued that 'Teper further discloses multiple online services (Service Provider 
sites and online brokering service) where the user logs in using standard parameters (passwords, 
challenge questions, etc. called unique identifier by Applicant)," and that 'Teper provides 
authentication for multiple users simultaneously." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. First, applicant respectfully asserts that simply alleging 
that Teper discloses identifying a user that uses a user computer system among a group of users, 
as noted by the Examiner, fails to meet appl icant's claimed "plurality of users having a same user 
computer system [ that] are registered by repeating (a)(l )-(a)(2) for each of the plurality of users" 
(emphasis added), as specifically claimed. Second, applicant points out that Figure 1 of Teper 
clearly shows a separate user computer system for each user, which does not suggest, and even 
seems to teach away from, applicant's claimed "plurality of users having a same user computer 
system " (emphasis added), as specifically claimed. 

In the Office Action mailed 03/1 1/2008, the Examiner failed to respond to applicant's 
above arguments with respect to applicant's claimed technique "wherein a plurality of users 
having a same user computer system are registered by repeating (a)( l)-(a)(2) for each of the 
plurality of users." Thus, a notice of allowance or specific prior art showing of each of the 
foregoing claim elements, in combination with the remaining claimed features, is respectfully 
requested. 

Also with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Col. 6, lines 4-13 
in Teper to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed technique "wherein the user is 
authenticated to the first online service utilizing the member identifier, the unique identifier, and a 
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password of the user" (sec the same or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the 
independent claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from Teper relied on by the Examiner only 
discloses that u [i]he user registers with the Online Broker by providing various user information 
(name, address, phone number, etc.) and payment information (credit card number, purchase 
order instructions, etc.) to the Broker/' and that "[t]he user additionally agrees to a contract, and 
establishes a personal password that is known only by the user and the Broker." (Col. 6, lines 4- 
1 0). In addition, the excerpt teaches that "the Broker assigns a unique ID that can be mapped to 
the user only by the Broker, and provides the user with the client software components of the 
system" (Col. 6, lines 10-13). Therefore, applicant respectfully points out that such excerpt from 
Teper only relates to a user registering with the online broker, which simply does not even 
suggest that "the user is authenticated to the first online service" (emphasis added), as claimed. 

In fact, applicant notes that Teper only discloses that "when a user initially connects to an 
SP site, the SP site transmits a challenge message over the public network to the user computer, 
and the user computer generates and returns [a] cryptographic response message (preferably 
generated using a password of the user)" (Abstract). In addition, Teper teaches that the "SP site 
then passes the response message to the Brokering Service, which in-turn looks up the user's 
password and authenticates the response message/ ' such that "(i]f the response message is 
authentic, the Online Brokering Service transmits an anonymous ID to the SP site, which can be 
used for subsequently billing the user" (Abstract-emphasis added). Thus, Teper only discloses 
authenticating the response message , and does not teach that a "user is authenticated to the first 
online service utilizing the member identifier, the unique identifier, and a password of the user " 
(emphasis added), as specifically claimed. 

In addition, applicant's arguments made on page 10, third paragraph, through page 1 1, 
second paragraph of Amendment C filed 1 2/13/2007 are hereby incorporated by reference. 

In the Office Action mailed 03/1 1/2008, the Examiner failed to respond to applicant's 
above arguments with respect to applicant's claimed technique "wherein the user is authenticated 
to the first online service utilizing the member identifier, the unique identifier, and a password of 
the user." Thus, a notice of allowance or specific prior art showing of each of the foregoing claim 
elements, in combination with the remaining claimed features, is respectfully requested. 
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Further, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Figures 3-9 
and Cols. 5-11 in Goldman to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed technique 
"wherein the unique identifier includes an electronic mail address." 

Applicant respectfully notes that the above excerpts relied on by the Examiner merely 
disclose that a " user validation system 310a of the present invention maintains a database having 
an entry for each authorized user /' where "|e jach entry includes the user's identification (user 
ID), the user's email address , and each IP address for which the user is authorized," and where 
"I'tjhe user's email address is known to the user validation system 3 1 Qa upon user registration" 
(Col. 6, lines 12-19 - emphasis added). The excerpts further disclose that a " user terminal system 
1 1 2 (FIG. 1 ) is used by the user to originate access requests to the application system 3 1 0 (which 
contains validation system 310a) " (Col 5, lines 38-40 - emphasis added). 

However, merely disclosing that a user validation system maintains a database of entries 
that include a user's email address, where the user's email address is known to the user validation 
system upon user registration, and where the user requests access to the application svstem which 
contains the user validation system, as in Goldman, docs not teach that "the unique identifier 
includes an electronic mail address," where the "unique identifier for the user [is stored ] on a user 
computer svstem in conjunction with the obtained member identifier" (see this or similar, but not 
necessarily identical language in the independent claims - emphasis added), in the context 
claimed by applicant. 



